Abstract: The first step towards discussing a phenomenon or a concept in depth and with powerful scientific principles and methodology is to develop, adapt and utilize tools that accurately measure and discover the problem. For this purpose, the present study concentrated on paternalistic leadership, which is a new concept in the field of management, and reliability and validity studies on the scale (PLS) that was used to assess paternalistic leadership by Cheng et al. (2004) were conducted to add the scale to the national literature. The study was conducted on the data collected from 326 (EFA) + 255 (CFA) research assistants to determine the validity of the scale. In a determination of the reliability of the scale, item-total point correlations and Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient were used. In order to determine how the scale works in different cultural and qualitative samples, the adaptation version was discussed by comparing with the previous factor analysis studies of the PLS. The analysis showed that adaptation version of the PLS, with the structure of its 3 sub-dimensional and 23-items, will able to be used in studies aiming to determine the characteristics of paternalistic leadership in the organizational structure and management processes of universities for the researchers working in the field of higher education.
Introduction
Theoretical and applied research on management and organization are focused on the actor that operates and maintains the structure based on the needs and expectations of efficient, productive and sustainable strategic development required today; the leader. However, several definitions, types and attributes of leadership have been debated in the past, and the novel conceptualizations of leadership emerge every day. The consensus on definitions, approaches and research about leadership is based on its conceptualization and determinant nature of cultural context and codes in its explanation. One of the leadership concepts that determine an organizational and administrative behaviour of societies and institutions related to cultural codes is the concept of "paternalistic leadership." It is known that the word "pater" in Latin denotes powerful discipline, authoritarian principles and practices, display of fatherly affection when leading individuals, and making the employees a member of a broad family (Cheng, et al., 2004; Mussolin & Calabro, 2014; Wu, Huang & Chan 2012) . One of the distinguishing features of paternalistic leadership, perhaps the most significant one, is its geographical and cultural dimension, and in the literature, it was stressed that paternalistic administration is more common in eastern societies (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Cheng, et al., 2004; Erben, 2004; Gelfand, Erez & Aycan, 2007; Chen & Kao, 2009; Pellegrini, Scandura & Jayaraman, 2010; Zhang, Huai & Xie, 2015) . On the other hand, there are also studies that considered paternalistic approach as an effective management tool and strategy, since it prioritizes collectivist values, strengthens the sense of responsibility, and facilitates intimate communications and loyalty (Hofstede, 2001 ).
Paternalistic administration and leadership could be perceived as a desirable or problematic approach based on the field of study and cultural, social, and political characteristics of the participants. Paternalistic leadership indicates a collectivist social structure and an extremely powerful patriarchal leader (Yeh, Chi & Chiou, 2008; Cerit, 2013) and in paternalistic relations, subordinates respond to the benevolent care and protection of the leader with loyalty, sense of belonging and compliance (Pellegrini, Scandura & Jayaraman, 2010) . Collectivist cultures could perceive paternalistic administration as a positive factor. Patronage, protection, support, close attention and personal relations could shape individuals' expectations from social life accordingly. In other words, in a structure where loyalty and dedication are expected, paternalism could create an effective leadership field. Inequality is inherent in all societies. However, sociological, cultural, and political perceptions about inequality, and efforts and strategies to reduce inequality might differ. Power distance could be considered as the inequality resulting from power relations in social and organizational structures. It is assumed that the power distance would increase where the effect of the paternalistic culture and management perception is high. Turkey is one of the collective societies with a high-power distance (Hofstede, 2001) . Recent cross-cultural studies indicated that management and organizations with paternalistic practices were more prominent in China, Pakistan, India, Turkey and the US when compared to countries like Canada and Germany (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008) . On the other hand, in western management literature, paternalism is perceived as a negative attribute and synonymous with authoritarianism.
Paternalistic leadership could be considered as an approach that could be associated with the concept of patriarchy. Main indicators of paternalistic leadership are centrist administration, effective informal organization replacing the formal organizational structure, establishment of organizational unity and integrity, reputation and importance, protection of domination, political manipulation, patronage, conflict resolution, social and administrative power distance (Cheng et al., 2004) . It is expected of the paternal manager to form administrative behaviour based on the communicative and emotive expectations and needs of the employees. Thus, in exchange for the protection of the needs of employees such as close attention, acknowledgement and respect, employees should submit their loyalty to the leader based on the mutual psychological corporate contract. This contract between the manager and the employee, in a way, refers to the authoritarian relationship between a father and a son and the position of the father in a family. Here, "the father figure" is an actor, who knows the best for his employees and makes decisions in their benefit (Sagie & Aycan, 2003) . Paternalism inherits its socio-political characteristics from the order of patriarchal, feudal relations. Paternalism is usually encountered in family and organization structures with a feudal and patriarchal order (Koksal, 2011a) . Employee characteristics that rely on the effect and power of the leader and prefer to voluntarily surrender their support in the leader's field of action and power and facilitate the establishment of the paternalistic culture in the organization. This leadership style could easily adopt similar social and cultural norms due to the power distance it creates. It describes a structure and understanding where administrative quality and authority have acquiesced to authorities that were given protection legitimacy (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Aycan, 2001; Erben, 2004) . However, paternalistic relations in the organizational structure indicate a more complex sum of relations beyond the visible ones. A climate where social and cultural capital are decisive is also prevalent in paternalistic relations.
In traditional societies where the life is experienced within patriarchal social and cultural codes, an authority of the Father is accepted unconditionally. The hierarchical structure is unquestionable. External supervision and control are prevalent, replacing self-control. Loyalty is a common personality trait. Management by a powerful figure is preferred to autonomy, initiative and decision-making (Farh & Cheng, 2000a; Gelfand et al., 2007; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008; Yeh et al., 2008; Pellegrini et al., 2010) . Furthermore, certain societies approve paternalistic attitudes and administrative approaches, and the same societies expect such relations (Koksal, 2011b) . Administrators that protect the interests of their employees, share their thoughts and emotions, are participative, open, and deal with the problems outside the workplace, create a family environment in the firm and form close relations with their employees could be preferred in such an environment (Sendogdu & Erdincelebi, 2014) . However, it has been determined by the studies conducted in various samples in Turkey that the paternalistic leadership is a widely observed and highly anticipated leadership approach (Aycan, 2001; Aycan & Kanungo 2000; Erben, 2004; Erben & Guneser, 2008; Schroeder, 2011; Sendogdu & Erdincelebi, 2014) .
Paternalism has been studied as a three-dimensional structure including authoritarianism, benevolence and moral leadership dimensions (Cheng et al., 2004) . Authoritarianism reflects the authoritarian behaviour of the leader, leader's absolute control over employees and obedience of the subordinates without raising questions. Benevolence is the tendency of the leader to behave for the good and the interest of the employees. The benevolent leader also deals with the employee's personal problems. Moral leadership dimension identifies the qualifications in a leader such as merit, selfdiscipline and ethics. Leader utilizes his or her power, not only for personal interests but also for the benefit of employees and the whole organization. Cheng et al. (2004) considered paternalistic leadership as a similar approach to patriarchy; they emphasized that the main features of the paternalistic leadership are centralization, lack of effective formal structure, ensuring coherence with organization, didactic leadership, personality, prestige and importance, protection of sovereignty, political manipulation, patronage, favouritism, conflict resolution and social distance. However, the leader's domain of influence and power and such as the characteristics of the employee who trusting in the power of this domain and prefer to self-surrender to this influence and power is determinant on the inveteracy of the paternalistic culture.
There are studies in the literature that define paternalistic leadership with different variables. Studies that measured the relationship between paternalistic leadership and various variables or its effects could be exemplified with studies on organizational justice (Koksal 2011b) , favouritism (Erden, 2014) , learned strength, leave of employment, loyalty expectation (Turesin, 2012) , and workplace bullying (Shahbazi et al., 2013) . In a study by Pellegrini and Scandura (2008) , those who applied the paternalistic leadership and the relational research model between different variables were extensively compiled: Studies by Cheng (2000a, 2000b) and Aycan and Kanungo (2000) found positive correlations between paternalistic leadership, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational loyalty. Cheng, Huang, and Chau (2003) concluded that job satisfaction, taking responsibility in teamwork, and increased performance was significantly related to paternalism. Cheng et al. (2004) found that the effects of paternalistic leadership were related to organizational citizenship behaviour, recognition, adaptation and gratitude. Pellegrini and Scandura (2008) also explored the paternalistic leadership in the cultural context of Turkey, India and North America and found that the paternalistic leadership traits have a positive effect on student behaviour. The findings in a study that related the authoritarianism dimension of paternalism with workplace bullying were interesting (Soylu, 2011) . Rehman and Afsar (2012) , reported that paternalistic leadership influenced organizational citizenship behaviour and employee loyalty positively. Furthermore, certain studies reported that employees adopted paternalism for their self-protection requirements, family-type supportive culture in the organization and need for a respectful environment and considered paternalism as a normal administrative strategy that improves responsibilities such as loyalty and devotion (Brumley, 2014) .
Other studies, which concluded that paternalistic leadership affected the information sharing and organizational silence behaviour of the employees, were interesting in explaining the correlation between paternalistic leadership and organizational culture. It was determined that there was a negative correlation between authoritarian leadership and information sharing and a positive correlation between moral leadership and information sharing, and as employees shared more information, the organizational voice strengthened (Chan, 2014; Goncu et al., 2014) . It was identified that authoritarian paternalistic leadership increased the silence of employees and created status concerns among employees (Zhang, Huai & Xie, 2015) . In another study, it was determined that paternalism was related to clan culture and an authority figure (Mussolin & Calabro, 2014) . Wu, Huang and Chan (2012) identified a positive correlation between benevolent leadership, one of the dimensions of paternalistic leadership, and job performance and organizational confidence and a negative correlation between authoritarian leadership dimension, and job performance and organizational confidence. Similarly, it was found that there was a positive correlation between the authoritarianism dimension of paternalistic leadership and alienation, and between ethical relations in organizational structure and benevolent leadership (Cheng & Wang, 2014; Lirang, Papan, Yang & Xiaobing, 2014) . Authoritarianism and benevolence dimensions of paternalistic leadership could affect the sense of self, organizational citizenship behaviour and job performance of the employees (Brumley, 2014) . In addition to this, Nal and Tarim (2017) found that the paternalistic leadership has a significant and highly positive effect on job satisfaction. However, there are also studies that found paternalistic leadership affected job performance negatively and created aversion from work (Ozcelik & Cenkci, 2014) .
It could be argued that there are social, cultural and institutional variables that facilitate the approval and acceptance of paternalistic leadership in Turkey. These variables could be summarized as collective behaviour, external control, determinism, conflict avoidance, conflict suppression, high organizational power distance, resistance against change and traditional and masculine values Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Erben, 2004; Gelfand et. al., 2007; Koksal, 2011b , Yuzbasioglu & Dogan, 2018 . A review of cultural, human and social determinants would demonstrate that paternalism is accepted and is in demand and participation of individuals in decision-making processes is limited. Thus, the power of the leader makes it easy for the employees to dedicate themselves to the leader (Yardimci, 2011) . Needs or roles of using power and influence others or influenced by the power and being controlled could work as personality traits, the leadership and the employee become discriminatory. Hence, paternalism starts to act as the character of the organization. Paternalism also reflects the status quoist attributes in a society or organizational policies. Paternalistic leadership is a type of leadership that could result in different indicators and different organizations due to its cultural, social and political components. Cheng et al. (2004) found that the Paternalistic Leadership Scale had cross-cultural acceptability and generalizability features based on the samples obtained in China, Japan, Korea and Taiwan.
Public order, organizational structure and administrative practices in Turkey have paternalistic characteristics. However, there are almost no studies in the literature that addressed paternalistic leadership in academic organizations, more specifically in teacher training institutions. Furthermore, the reason for conducting the present study in faculties of education was due to the fact that faculties of education are the institutions that adopt the paternalistic organizational culture and administrative approaches the most among academic organizations (Yuksel, 2010) . The present study is based on the views of research assistants employed at faculties of education. Research assistants were chosen based on the assumption that leadership in a leader and follower interaction is measured by the followers, in other words, the affected ones. In universities, the academicians with higher titles are perceived as leaders by their subordinates. The research assistant job description includes that, fulfill all the tasks which are appointed by anyone who has a higher academic title, according to Article 33 of Law No. 2547 , in Turkey. (YOK, 1981 . In addition, research assistants continue their interaction with academicians with a higher title outside the business environment intensively, similar to the paternalistic organization culture; creating paternalistic behaviour expectations as the source of social value for managers (Erol & Kunt, 2018) . Thus, based on the views of the research assistants (subordinates/viewers) in faculties of education, the aim of the present study is to conduct a language-based and literature-based adaptation of the Paternalistic Leadership Scale (PLS) developed by Cheng et al. (2004) . The Turkish version of the scale, for which the language equivalence was established, was structured by presenting behaviour examples that would facilitate the understanding of paternalistic approaches by academicians with higher titles. Moreover, in this study, the previous national and international adaptation and factoring studies of the paternalistic leadership scale were also examined and compared. The aim of such a comparison is to discuss the results of this study on a more solid basis by demonstrating how the scale works in a different culture and different nature of the samples.
Research questions
The following research questions were structured based on the objective of the study:
1. Is The Paternalistic Leadership Scale valid for identification of paternalistic leadership behaviour in academic organizations?
2. Is The Paternalistic Leadership Scale reliable for identification of paternalistic leadership behaviour in academic organizations?
Limitations
The present study is limited to the adaptation of the paternalistic leadership scale developed by Cheng et al. (2004) based on the views of research assistants employed in faculties of education. It is limited with the data obtained with the statistical techniques utilized during the scale adaptation process. Comparisons of the adapted scale have been limited to the factorization studies which have been made previously by Cheng et al. (2004) and available in the field.
Methodology

Measures
Paternalistic Leadership Scale, originally developed by Cheng et al. (2004) , includes Benevolent Leadership, Moral Leadership and Authoritarian Leadership dimensions. It contains 26 items. 11 items are on Benevolent Leadership, 6 items are on Moral Leadership, and 9 items are on Authoritarian Leadership dimensions. The Scale was designed as a 6-point Likert-type scale where the response options vary between (1) 'I completely do not agree' and (6) 'I completely agree.' However, in the present study, the scale was adapted as a 5-point Likert-type scale. The scale was originally developed for business organizations. Cronbach's Alpha coefficients based on the reliability findings for the three dimensions were .84 for the benevolent leadership factor, .95 for the moral leadership factor and .87 for authoritarian leadership factor.
Study group
In this study, by random sampling, it is preferred to collect as much data as possible to represent the population. The data was collected from the 581 research assistants employed at state university faculties of education in Turkey via email. As suggested by Brown (2015) and Erkus (2012) , the data was collected for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) separately for each. Considering the rule that participant number should be ten times more than item number for EFA (Field, 2005; Kline, 2005) , 400 research assistants working in the faculties of education of different state universities were sent e-mail and reached 326 (81%) participants. In the second part, in order to apply CFA to the scale that appeared as a result of EFA, considering the rule that participant number should be five times more than item number (Bryman & Cramer, 2001; Gorsuch, 1974) , another 300 research assistants working in the faculties of education of different state universities were sent e-mail and reached 255 (85%) participants. While 189 research assistants are male and 137 are female in the first data set (EFA); in the second data set (CFA), 143 research assistants are male and 112 are female.
Process
The Process was designed in four phases. In order to ensure language validity in the first phase, with the translation-back translation method, the original translation form was compared by researchers and two academicians whose native languages are English. This process was repeated until it was decided that the items completely reflected the exact statements in the original scale. During this process, it was determined that an item 13 in Moral Leadership dimension assessed two different statements, and this item was rewritten by dividing it into two different statements. Furthermore, the statements in Moral Leadership dimension were reverse-coded for adaptability and intelligibility in Turkish. In this stage, the items in the scale were redefined to reflect the subjective cases specific to the research assistants. Furthermore, sample case scenarios were added after each item to facilitate the understanding of the statements. In the second phase, content validity was tested to determine with "Lawshe Analysis" whether the statements in the scale could actually measure the behaviour it was aimed to assess, and face validity was tested to determine which behaviour the scale was aimed to assess. In the third phase, initially exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and then confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were applied on the data obtained and searched for evidence for the structural validity of the scale (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) . The reason for the utilization of these two factor analyses used for different purposes is to attempt to reveal the structure of the PLS, developed originally outside Turkey on research assistants (EFA) and to control whether the emerging structure was a result of the data collected from the research assistants (CFA) (Cokluk et al., 2010) . In the fourth phase, item-total point correlations and Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of internal consistency were used in a determination of the reliability of the scale (Tavsancil, 2005) .
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Findings on the validity of PLS
Skewness and Kurtosis values were analysed to examine the multivariate normality of the data set prior to the factor analysis performed to determine the construct validity of the PLS. According to the literature, the fact that the ratio of skewness and kurtosis values to their standard deviation is between ∓1.5 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013) or ∓2.0 (George and Mallery, 2010) is shown as evidence to the normal distribution of the data set. In this study, skewness and kurtosis values of each dimension were found to be between +2.0 and -1.7. Total-item correlations were examined in order to reveal whether the items on the prospective scale really conformed to the intended psychological construct. Because of the theoretical structure of the PLS, when the total item correlations are measured, the total scores of the dimensions, not the scale, were examined with the score from each item, and it was seen that all the items had a value above .30 (Sencan, 2005) . To test the sufficiency of the sample size, Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) value was scrutinized. For the principal components factor analysis, KMO value was found as 0.962, which was an acceptable value. This value demonstrated that the data obtained was suitable for factor analysis (Kline, 2005) . Whether the normality level of the distribution meets the requirements of the factor analysis was examined using the Bartlett test of sphericity and the chi-square value was determined as significant (χ 2 =5975,44; p<0.01). Since the chi-square value was statistically significant, it was determined that the data was suitable for factor analysis (Kline, 2005; Buyukozturk, 2006) .
In this study, "Maximum likelihood" (ML) method was employed as the extraction method for the EFA. ML is one of the factorization techniques that give the best match for normally distributed data. "Direct Oblimin" technique, which is an oblique rotation method, was determined as the rotation method because of the fact that the factors bear close meanings and factor structures are partially related in social sciences researches (Sencan, 2005) . As a strategy to determine the number of factors for EFA, according to the eigenvalue factor determination method has been chosen. (Buyukozturk, 2006) . The results (dimensions, factor loadings, item-total correlations, explained variance and eigenvalues) for the initial factor analysis of the scale are presented in Table 1 . According to Table 1 , as a result of the process of ML analysis which was used the direct oblimin rotation method, 3-factor structure was obtained similarly to the original structure. However, the analysis was repeated by subtracting from the analysis that a load (P22) under two different factors was close to each other and that the three items (P6, P13-A, P25) gave low item-total test correlation and Cronbach's Alpha coefficient. The items and test statistics on the scale after the items were removed are displayed in Table 2 . It was observed, the items of the scale were grouped under the determined factor structures in a statistically significant manner, as depicted in Table 2 . Eigenvalue for the Benevolent Leadership factor consisting of ten items (P3, P10, P8, P2, P9, P5, P4, P7, P1, P11) was found as 10, 17 This sub-factor alone explained 44,22% of the total point variance. Factor load values for the items in this dimension varied between 0,535 and 0,791. Moral Leadership factor included six items (P17, P15, P16, P14, P13-B, P12) and had the eigenvalue of 3,25. This sub-factor explained 14,12% of the total variance in the scale. Factor load values for the items in this dimension varied between 0,585 and 0,855. The third factor, Authoritarian Leadership dimension included seven items (P24, P26, P21, P23, P19, P20, P18) with a factor eigenvalue of 1,81 This sub-factor explained 7,88% of the total variance in the scale. Factor load values for the items in this dimension varied between 0,567 and 0,840. Item and test statistics related to the scale after the removal of the four items was considered as evidence for the structural validity of the scale and A new structure was formed with three sub-factors with an eigenvalue of above 1 and theoretically parallel to the Cheng et al. (2004) version of PLS with the remaining twenty-three items. It was observed that these three factors explained 66.22% of the total variance. It was accepted in the literature that multi-factor scale structures should explain 40 -60% of the total variance (Scherer et al., 1988 cited by International Journal of Educational Methodology  273 Tavsancil, 2005) . By these standards, the three-factor structure was deemed sufficient to assess the perceptions of the research assistants about the paternalistic leadership.
Next, a model was designed representing the three-factor structure emerged as a result of EFA and it was attested (Drasgow & Schmitt, 2002) . Several fit indices are available to determine the goodness of fit of a model tested with CFA. Since these fit indices have pros and cons when compared to each other in a determination of the accord between the theoretical model and actual data, it was suggested to use several fit index values together (Buyukozturk et al., 2004 ).
For a model to be deemed acceptable in CFA, it has to meet certain criteria. Simsek, 2007 ).
The model was tested with Level 1 and Level 2 CFA to determine whether the theoretical structure of 23 items and 3 factors matched the empirical structure of the EFA result which was carried out for PLS. In the evaluation of CFA model with standardized regression coefficients (factor loadings) and model fit indices were examined, created CFA models in Figure 1 and Figure 2 , the goodness of fit values are presented in Table 3 . The Amos model which consist the factor loadings obtained from the first level CFA for PLS as can be seen in Figure 1 which is located on the scale's dimensions factor loadings of the items between .57 and .89. The obtained compliance index values are detected as χ 2 /df= 1,75; GFI= .90, NFI=.91, CFI=.96, RMSEA= .055 (table 3) . In addition, modifications have been made between "P3-P9", "P16-P17", "P18-P19", "P19-P20" and "P24-26". According to these findings, the compliance indices obtained from the first level CFA indicate that the model is consistent with the data obtained from the sample.
Figure 1. First Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for PLS
As a result of the first order CFA, it was determined that the benevolent, moral and authoritarian leadership factors were independent of each other but were a component of the model. However, it is yet to be determined whether these three factors were related to paternalistic leadership. According to Yurdagul and Askar (2008) , even though the items are collected under certain sub-factors in the first order factor model, certain of these sub-factors could be unrelated to the general structure that needs to be assessed. Therefore, conduction of the second order confirmatory factor analysis is recommended. Second order confirmatory factor analysis was implemented to determine whether PLS sub-factors were related to the general structure and to identify the factorial validity and the paternalistic leadership perceptions of the research assistants. Resulting Amos model is presented in Figure 2 .
Figure 2. Second Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for PLS
As can be seen in Figure 2 , the factor loadings of the items in the PLS dimensions range from .57 to .89 detected as χ 2 /df= 1,76; GFI= .90, NFI=.91, CFI=.96, RMSEA= .055 (table 3) . According to this, it has been determined that the error variance, factor loadings and estimated values calculated in the first and second-level CFA are the same. This means that factors fit into the "paternalistic leadership" superstructure and that second-level relationships have no effect on model parameter values and compliance indices. As seen in Figure 2 , it was observed that the most important component of the paternalistic leadership was the authoritarian leadership factor (β = 0,93; p <0,05), depending on the study sample.
Respectively moral/spiritual leadership (β =0,83; p <0.05) and benevolent/helpful leadership (β = 0,81; p <0.05) dimensions follow this dimension. These findings point to the fact that when PLS is assessed collectively, the validity of the structure is achieved. 
Findings on the reliability of PLS
Reliability is concerned with how accurately a measurement tool measures the characteristics it wants to measure (Buyukozturk, et. al., 2004) . The most frequently used criterion for determining the level of reliability is the "Cronbach's Alpha" coefficient which measures the reliability of internal consistency. The alpha coefficient is considered to be around .90 is "perfect", .80 is "very good" and around .70 is considered "adequate" (Kline, 2005) . In this study, the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the whole scale is detected .75; for benevolent/helpful .93; for leadership dimension of moral/spiritual leadership .91; for the dimension of authoritarian leadership .92 from the findings, it can be said that the general structure and sub-dimensions of PLS are high in internal consistency and therefore reliable.
Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions
The first step towards discussing a phenomenon or a concept in depth and with powerful scientific principles and methodology is to develop, adapt and utilize tools that accurately measure and discover the problem. For this purpose, the present study concentrated on paternalistic leadership, which is a new concept in the field of management, and reliability and validity studies on the scale that was used to assess paternalistic leadership by Cheng et al. (2004) were conducted to add the scale to the national literature. Analyses conducted demonstrated that reliability and validity values for the Adapted Version of Paternalistic Leadership Scale were at acceptable levels. In order to show how the scale works in different cultures and samples, the scale was discussed in comparison with the previous studies of factor analysis. Table 4 which is prepared for this purpose includes studies used in a qualitative discussion. 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 6, 14, 19, 20, 25 28, 55 0, 915 Moral 6 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21 15, 26 0, 787 Authoritarian 4 22, 23, 24, 26 11, 87 0, 668 * In the study of Veloen (2016) , the explained variance values were calculated based on independent factors, not on the scale.
As can be seen in Table 4 , there has been reached fifteen studies that were examining the factor structure of the Paternalistic Leadership Scale developed by Cheng et al. (2004) , and in three studies (Suneli-Erden, 2014; Veloen, 2016; Ugurluoglu et al., 2017) , the structure has 4 factors and in the twelve studies it has 3 factors in accordance with the original structure. In the 4-factor studies, while the benevolence and moral leadership dimensions were similar to the original factorization, the authoritarian leadership dimension was divided into two separate factors. In two studies (Okten & Cenkci, 2012; Ozcelik & Cenkci, 2014) , the factors were named as different from the original scale; the items in the benevolence leadership dimension are factorized as "Virtue", the items in the leadership factor under the moral leadership dimension are factorized as "Austere", the items in the authoritarian leadership dimension are factorized as "Dictator". In eight of twelve studies (four studies with 4 factors + three studies with 4 factors), the items were collected in different factors from the original structure, but the factor structure of the scale was not expected to change much in the adaptation studies for concordance (Kline, 2005; Brown, 2015) . In this study, the factor structure and the distribution of items to factors are in parallel with the original scale. In the fourteen examined studies, only EFA or CFA was used as the factorization strategy, and in one study, both the EFA and the CFA were used together. In this study, EFA and CFA that have to be done in cultural adaptations were used together. (Cokluk, et al., 2010) .
While in three of the fifteen studies using CFA, the items were in full compliance with the original structure, in twelve of them using EFA or CFA, some items were discarded. In order to give more detailed information about discarded items; the items discarded from the analysis at most are P14 and P25 (seven studies). Then, it is followed by P12 (six studies), P19, P20 (five studies), P17, P18 (four studies), P6, P13 and P21 (three studies), P2 and P10 (two studies), P3, P5, P16, and P24 (one study) respectively. In this study, unlike the other studies examined above, firstly the original P13 item was divided into two separate items (P13-A, P13-B) because it contains two statements at the same time. Four items (P6, P13-A, P22, P25) were excluded from the analysis because they disrupted the factor structure and/or gave a low item correlation. While three items were excluded from the analysis in our study in the same way as the above studies, only the item P22 was excluded from the analysis as a special case in our study.
In factoring studies, the disclosure of the highest variance with a minimum number of factors is targeted. The height of the explained variance ratio indicates the power of the factor structure of the developed scale. The number of factors covered by 2/3 of the total variance is considered as the number of factors to be achieved. It is often difficult to reach the quantity quoted in the scale development studies, especially in the behavioural sciences. However, an analysis that is describing 50-75% of the total variance is considered as a valid analysis. It is wrong to mention the ability to represent if the factor structure generated accounts for less than half of the total variable variance (Buyukozturk, 2006) . While there was no information on the total variance explained in 5 studies, the variance values of ten studies is ranging from 55.68 to 72.25, and in this study, it is 66.21 which is similar.
One of the important elements of the factoring studies is the sample size which is effective at first degree in determining the number of factors that will arise in the analysis result (Zwick & Velicer, 1986) . In this regard, Field (2005) suggests that the size of the sample and the reliability of the results of the factor analysis are directly proportional. According to Comrey and Lee (1992 cited by Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , analyzes with sample sizes of 50 and below are very weak, 51-100 are weak, 101-200 are medium, 201-300 are good, 300-500 are very good and between 500 and 1000 are considered excellent. When the sample distributions of the fifteen studies are examined; there are five studies between 101-200, seven studies between 201-300, two studies between 300-500 and one study between 500-1000. The sample size of this study is 326 (EFA) + 255 (CFA) = 581, and is in perfect scale according to Comrey and Lee (1992 cited by Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) . In addition to the sample size, giving more valid results of the factorization analyzes depends on the number of the items you have measured and the ratio of the number of "participants/items" associated with them. There are two general rules related to this in the literature. While Kline (2005) and Field (2005) propose 10/1 ratio, Gorsuch (1974) and Stevens (1996) argue that a ratio of 5/1 is sufficient. While eleven of the fifteen studies provide only the first proposal, four studies correspond both the proposals. In this study (EFA 326 people / 26 items, CFA 255 people / 21 items) both proposals were corresponded.
When the quality of the samples used in the studies were examined, twelve studies were conducted in profit-making organizations, two studies were in the health sector and only one study was conducted in the education sector, which was similar to this study. While in fourteen of the fifteen studies examined, information related to the reliability of the factors was given, no information was given in one study. The most reliable factor in fourteen studies is benevolence leadership, followed by moral and authoritarian leadership factors. Similar to the studies examined in this study, the highest reliability was ranked as benevolence (.93), moral (.92) and authoritarian leadership (.90). A difference of this study from the other studies that have been mentioned is while the statements used in the other studies, whether due to the nature of the sample or not, Cheng's et al. (2004) direct translations, a sample case scenario is added to this work which is thought to reflect the subjective situation of the research assistants in order to facilitate the understanding and the concretization of the statement under each item.
When the table is examined in more detail, it is seen that the same researchers performed factor analysis again on similar samples at different or same time intervals, and the factor structure or the distribution of the items to the factors changed each time. For example, while Erben and Guneser (2008) found a structure consisting of 3 factors and 19 items in their first work on white-collar employees, in their second study on blue-collar employees, Suneli-Erden (2014) found a structure consisting of 4 factors and 23 items. Okten and Cenkci (2012) found a structure with 3 factors and 24 items, Erben and Okten (2014) found 3 factors and 22 items, Ozcelik and Cenkci (2014) found 3 factors and 22 items. Again, in all three studies conducted on similar samples, the items loaded into the factors and excluded from the analysis differ. The findings of Kaygisizel (2015) , and Kaygisizel and Okten (2015) are more striking. While in the doctoral thesis applied to the same sample (Kaygisizel, 2015) , a structure consisting of 3 factors and 21 items was found, in the article produced from the doctoral thesis a structure consisting of 3 factors and 17 items was found. The differences in these studies are thought to be due to the fact that researchers may have applied different strategies (maximum probability instead of principal component analysis or oblique rotation instead of vertical rotation) in each factorization method. Because there are more than one statistical method for factorization, each factorization strategy can produce different analyzes. (Field, 2005; Buyukozturk, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) .
However, detailed information related to this was not given in the studies. Paternalistic Leadership Scale obtained and reliability structural validity that is required for application in the sample of university both linguistically and culturally. It was concluded that the model and data goodness of fit was acceptable. The scale is presented as a data collection tool that was tested for validity and reliability in studies that aim to determine the characteristics of paternalistic leadership in organizational structure and management processes in universities for researchers in the field of leadership and organizational behaviour in higher education. Furthermore, it is considered that it would especially facilitate the relational research that would be conducted to determine correlations between paternalistic leadership and other variables. At the same time, future relational studies that address paternalistic leadership based on "power distance, organizational structure, organizational loyalty, legal authority, organizational communications, participation in decisions, organizational citizenship organizational culture" variables and concepts would enable the assessment with different strategies of the organizational structure and behavioral dimensions of higher education, in Turkey. 
